REMARKS 

Claims 91-122 are all the claims pending in the application, claims 1-90 having been 
previously cancelled, and claims 120-122 having been added by the present amendment. Claims 
91, 100, and 1 12 are the only independent claims. 

Applicant notes with appreciation that the IDS papers have been signed and 
acknowledged by the Examiner. 

Applicant fijrther notes that in the last two responses in this application. Applicant 
solicited the Examiner's assistance in the acknowledgement of several items; in particular, the 
drawings, domestic priority, and foreign priority. The present Action did not include such 
acknowledgements. Accordingly, Applicant again respectfully requests the Examiner's 
assistance in the following. 

The Office Action did not indicate whether or not the originally filed drawings have been 
accepted. Applicant respectfully requests such an indication on the next communication from 
the USPTO on this application. 

The Office Action does not acknowledge Applicant's claim for domestic priority under 
35 U.S.C § 1 19(e), or the claim for foreign priority to the previous filed Korean patent 
application. These priority claims have been noted on the Official Filing Receipt. Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner provide the appropriate priority 
acknowledgements. 

Claims 91-1 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
previously cited Dorreli (U.S. 6,714,202) in view of the newly cited Doll reference. Applicant 
respectfully traverses these rejections, and requests reconsideration and allowance of the pending 
claims in view of the following arguments. 
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Rejection under 35 U.S.C. S103fa) 
Claims 91-119 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

previously cited Dorrell in view of the newly cited Doll reference. 

Independent claim 91 has been amended to include various elements which are not taught 

or reasonably suggested by the cited references. Several of these elements will now be 

discussed. 

As before, the Action contends that element 1002 teaches the claimed "header." The 
Action further states that element 1002 provides "information describing parameters of the image 
data," which teaches the claimed "end portion." The Action also indicates that control 
information 1004 and image layers 1006-1008 teach the claimed "graphics file." (Action, page 
2). 

As a first distinction, claim 91 recites that the "MNG file comprises a header portion 
including frame information for restricting a frame size and a frame rate." Applicant's review 
of element 1 002 finds that this element does not disclose such a feature. 

As a second distinction, claim 91 further recites "an end portion indicating the end of the 
MNG file as an empty chunk." Applicant submits that element 1002 fiu-ther does not disclose 
this element. 

As a third distinction, claim 91 requires that the "graphics file comprising a portable 
network graphics (PNG) file." Dorrell never describes elements 1006-1008 as having such a 
feature. 

As a fourth distinction, claim 91 requires that "the graphics header including display 
information associated with a width and height of a display screen." Element 1 002 does not 
provide such a feature. 
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As a fifth distinction, claim 91 requires "the graphics end portion indicating the end of 
the PNG file as an empty chunk." Element 1 002 also does not teach or suggest this element. 

Applicant's review of Doll finds that this reference does not supply any of the stated 
deficiencies of Dorrell. Therefore, for the reasons presented above, even if one skilled in the art 
were to combine the teachings of Dorrell and Doll in the manner asserted, ail of the claim 
elements of claim 91 would not be disclosed or reasonably suggested. 

For at least these reasons, claim 91 is believed to be patentable over Dorrell and Doll. 
Independent claims 100 and 112 include language similar to claim 91, and therefore these claims 
are also believed to be patentable over Dorrell and Doll for at least the reasons set forth above. 
Dependent claims 92-99, 101-1 1 1, and 113-119, and newly added dependent claims 120-122, are 
also patentable at least by virtue of their dependence upon their respective independent claims. 



In light of the above remarks. Applicant submits that the present Amendment places all 
claims of the present application in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the application 
is requested. 

If for any reason the Examiner finds the application other than in condition for allowance, 
the Examiner is requested to call the undersigned attorney at the Los Angeles, California, 
telephone number (213) 623-2221 to discuss the steps necessary for placing the application in 
condition for allowance. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 

Lee, Hong, Degerman, Kang & Schmadeka 



Date: June 13,2007 




JeffrejJ' J. Lotspeich 
Registration No. 45,737 
Attorney for Applicant 



Customer No. 035884 
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